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expectations, visions, and goals. Perhaps,
too, the process improvement initiative
will have an increased likelihood of suc-
cess – regardless of what it is called.

Conclusion
Given the abundance of quality improve-
ment and Six Sigma tools available to
organizations today, incorporating six
sigma measurements might not be that
difficult – if the organization chooses to
do so. For instance, brainstorming tech-
niques for current state weaknesses could
be validated with statistical data (perhaps
not to a six sigma threshold, but the intro-
duction of any statistical validation on
root cause analysis might provide relevant
insight into weaknesses). Root causes list-
ed on cause and effect (Fishbone) dia-
grams could similarly be validated with
statistical data collection. Process flow
maps could use the distribution of a sta-
tistical sample in assigning hands-on and
queue time measurements. Each of these
uses of statistics would begin to reintro-
duce the use of quantitative measures into
the Six Sigma movement, perhaps leading
to the reemergence of six sigma quality
thresholds.

Mark Twain probably was not thinking
about Six Sigma when he described the

three types of lies as lies, darned lies (para-
phrased), and statistics, but his quote
seems apropos given how Six Sigma pro-
ponents use six sigma today. Six Sigma
should be reserved for, well, six sigma per-
formance – a statistical measure for varia-
tion. Maybe then quality will translate to
fewer product recalls, lower costs will
mean that costs are decreased, and six
sigma performance will equate to two
defects per billion – maybe that is asking
too much. Distinguishing between statisti-
cally measured performance and mea-
sured performance can help assess the
true progress of an improvement effort.
When applying Six Sigma for process
improvement, do not leave out the six
sigma.u
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